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SOCIOECONOMIC INDEX SCORES -FOR 
CONNECTICUT TOWNS , 1 970 
By William H. Groff and John N. Wright> 
Numerous studies by soci a l scientists have clearly demonst rated 
the interrelationship between socioeconomic status and various other 
social and economic characteristics of individuals and g r oups 4 For 
example, socioeconomic status has been shown to be related in a mean-
ingful way to such varied phenomena as childbearing, attitudes and 
values, po litical behavior, a ttitudes toward migration, phys ical and 
mental health, scholastic achievement and community participation. l 
Research i n the area of Urban Geography a nd Human Ecology has 
also demonstra t ed that there is a relatio nship between social phenome-
na and t he socioeconomic status o f a geographical area. 2 That is, 
geographi cal areas whose popu l ations differ in terms of their average 
or overall soc i a l or economi c characteristics also differ in regards 
to a number of other phenomena such as levels of health and physical 
we ll-being, mortali ty and fertility rates, and the availability and 
access to various other social services. Thus, the socioeconomic 
status of an area is indica tive of a number of d ifferential trends in 
an a r ea such as: (1) the bas ic p rocesses of population change (fer-
tility, mortality and migration); and ( 2) various compositional fea -
tures of the population s u c h as labor force exp e rience, emp loyme nt 
opportunities, household living arrangements, developmental ac tivi ties 
and needs, etc. Knowledge of the existence of the interr e l a tionships 
between individual and group characteristics and the socioeconomic 
s tatus of their area of r esidency has led to an increasing emphasis 
on the development of soci a l ind icators which can be utilized for the 
purpose of monitoring the changes occurrinj in the area a n d facilitat-
ing deve lopmen t a l and p lanning activities. 
The present report utili zes a methodology fo r the construction 
of a socioeconomic index score for each of the 169 towns in Connecti-
cut and compares the ranking of the resulting scores with similar 
scores for Connecticut towns in 1960. 4 Five additional reports uti-
lizing thi s methodo logy and based upon 1960 data analyzed the social 
areas of metropoli tan Connect i cut and the r e lationships be tween social 
rank and mortality , fertility, population mobility, residentia l segre-
g ation, and cervical cancer. 5 One additional r eport on the social 
areas of metropolitan Connect i cut is now being completed. 
* Asso c i a te Professor and Grad uate Assistant, Department of Agricul-
tura l Economics and Rur al Soc i o logy. 
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RESEARCH PERSPECTIVES 
The socioeconomic index measurement described in this report 
were computed by a method similar to the one first used by Eshref 
Shevky and his associates in the development of their "social area 
analysis " approach to the study of modern urban society.6 The social 
area approach is based upon the assumption that the variations in se-
lected social phenomena can be studied through the consideration of 
the distribution of the phenomena among contrasting types of areal 
units which were identified on the basis of various sets of criteria. 
Among the criterias developed by Shevky and his associates in the in-
dex of social rank. 7 This index was computed on the basis of measure-
ments of the overall occupation, education and income status of the 
are as resident population. Unit areas could be ranked according to 
their index scores with ranking used to delineate social areas . 
Before discussing the methodolo gy it should be noted that the 
technique was originally develope d for the identification of social 
areas in cities and other tracted areas. The basic areal unit in the 
analysis was the census tract. Ce nsus tracts are relatively small geo-
graphical areas with homogeneous popu l ation s . 8 In this report, towns 
are used as the basic geographic unit and there are wide va r i ations 
in population size with the probability that those areas with large 
populations will also be more heterogeneous in characteristics . A 
town's socioeconomic index score and its rank should not be viewed 
as an indication of social problems in the area, but rather as an in-
dication of its relative socioeconomic position to othe r towns and its 
relative potentials and needs for socioeconomic growth and development. 
Towns with larger population sizes probably have smaller areas within 
their boundaries which could have lower index scores th~n the towns 
included in this report. The cons ideration of smaller ~ eographical 
units within towns with larger populations is not possible in this re-
port because of methodological restrictions which necessitate the use 
of a single class of areal unit. The for thcoming r eport on metropoli-
tan areas in Connecticut will provide more detail on the variation of 
census tracts within metropolitan towns. 
METHODOLOGY 
The socioeconomic index scores for the 169 towns in Connecticut 
were computed in the following way: (1) scores measuring occupation, 
education, and family income composition of the population of each 
town were computed ; (2) standardized scores for each of these three 
variables were computed ; and (3) the standardized scores for the three 
variables were combined into a single socioeconomic index score for 
each Connecticut town. What follows is an e laboration of the technique 
outl ined above. 
1. Crude Socioeconomic Scores - Utilizing data gathered in the 
1970 Census of the Population the three variables (occupation, educa-
tion, and family income) were used to compute scores for each town as 
fo llows: 
Occupation: 
were working 
operators or 
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The percentage of employed 
at blue-collar occupations 
non-farm laborers). 
persons who 
(craftsmen, 
Education. The percentage of the population age 25 
years and over who had completed less than eight years 
of school. 
Income: The percentage of families having an income 
of less than $4,000. 
2. Standardized Socioeconomic Scores - Because the crude score 
for each var~able 1nd1cates a substant1vely different level of socio-
economic status for each indicator and the difficulty involved in com-
paring percentages in three different variables it is necessary "to 
convert the crude (percentage) scores to standardized (percentile) 
scores. The procedure for doing this is the rather simple one of as-
signing scores between 0 and 100 to each town based on the town's po-
sition, relative to the other 168 towns, on each of the three variables. 
The formula for changing the crude percentage score into a stan-
dardized percentile score is: 
s = X (R-jl) 
Where: S the standardized score for any town 
R = the crude percentage score for any town 
jl the lower limit of the crude percentage scores for 
all towns 
X = roo 
range of the crude scores for all towns. 
This procedure is performed for each town on each of the three varia-
bles (i.e., occupation, education, and income). 
By way of illustration, let us examine the variable - Occupation. 
In the 1970 Census, the proportion of persons employed as blue-coilar 
workers ranged from a low of 10.7% in Weston to a high of 61.8% in 
Plainfield, or: 
jl 
Range = 
X 
10.7 
61. 8 -
100 = 
51.1 
10.7 = 51.1 
1. 957 
x = 1.957 becomes a constant multiplier for the variable Occupation. 
For each of the towns we multiply (R-jl) by 1.957 to determine that 
town's standardized occupation score. 
For example, in the town of Manchester 30.9% of 
lation were engaged in blue-collar jobs (R = 30.9). 
standardized score: 
s = X (R-jl) 
s = 1.957 (30.9 - 10.7) 
S 39.531 
the employed popu-
To derive the 
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In the town of Weston, with the smallest percentage of blue-
collar workers (R = 10.7): 
S 1.957 (10.7 - 10.7) 
S 0.0 
In Plainfield, with the largest proportion of workers in blue-
collar occupations: 
S = 1.957 (61.8 - 10.7) 
S 100.0 
This procedure was repeated for each town on the occupation va-
riable. The same procedure was repeated for ~ach of the 169 towns on 
the education variable (~ = 2.1, X = 3.559) and again for the family 
income variable (~ = 1.3, ' X = 6.024). 
3. As we have defined our socioeconomic variables they are 
actually inversely related to socioeconomic status. In other words, 
because we are using "percentage below $4,000, percentage below 8 
years education, and percentage in-EIUe-collar occupation" the towns 
which have higher proportions of people in these categories will rank 
higher on our socioeconomic list than towns with smaller proportions 
of persons in these categories. It seems logical to have a scale in 
which a high score is equated with a high status. As the standardized 
percentile scores fall within a range of 0.0 to 100.0 we simply invert-
ed the scale by subtracting each score from 100.0. After the standard-
ized scores were substracted from 100.0 they were added and divided 
by three (number of variables) to yield an overall socioeconomic index 
score . 
By way of illustration, the standardized scores for occupation, 
education and family income for the town of Manchester were 39.6, 26.7, 
and 27.9 respectively. The standardized index score for Manchester 
was then computed as follows: 
OccuEation: 100.0 - 39.6 60.4 
Education: 100.0 
-
26.7 73.3 
Income: 100.0 - 27.9 72.1 
60.4 + 73.3 + 72.1 = 205.8 = 68.6 
3 3 
This procedure was followed for each of the 169 towns of Con-
necticut. The towns were then ranked according to their socioeconomic 
index score. The results of the calculations are presented in Table 
1. Note that the towns are presented according to their ranking in 
descending order. In addition the towns wege ranked according to their 
order as derived from the 1960 census data. This ranking is present-
ed in the last column of Table 1 in order to examine change in the 
socioeconomic status of Connecticut towns over the decade of 1960-1970. 
A word regarding ties seem in order. The 1970 data were com-
puter analyzed and because the computer reads out to seven decimals 
ties were automatically broken. In other words, our tables may show 
two towns with the same Socioeconomic Index Scores for 1970 and yet 
one town is ranked above the other. This apparently arbitrary ranking 
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Table 1: Socioeconomic Index Scores for Connecticut Towns: 19 70 . 
1970 Modified Standardized Scores 
TOWN (lOO-Standardized Percentile Score) Socioeconomic 
Index 1970 1960 
occupation Education Income Scores Rank Rank 
Nestan 100.0 97 . 8 87 . 9 95 . 2 1 3 
Darien 93.5 92.8 91.4 92 . 6 2 1 
Simsbury 91. 4 94.4 91. 8 92 . 5 3 10 
Hestport 97.4 92.3 86 . 8 92 . 2 4 4 
Wilton 93.6 98.2 84 . 2 92 . 0 5 8 
New Canaan 96.3 85.0 90 . 8 90 . 7 6 6 
Redd ing 89.4 92.2 88 .8 90 . 1 7 15 
Ri dgef ield 85.0 92.1 88 . 2 88.4 8 31 
\'ioodbr i dge 86 .3 88.5 85 .9 86 . 9 9 7 
Orange 83 . 0 87 . 0 85.7 8 5 . 2 10 13 
Wes t Hartford 89.5 82.3 79.8 83.9 11 5 
Madison 86 . 6 90 . 9 73 . 9 83.8 12 28 
Be t ha·ny ~8 . 5 95.4 82 . 6 82 . 2 13 19 
Granby 66.7 89 . 3 90.5 82.2 14 20 
Glastonbury 77.5 82 .6 86 .1 82.1 15 21 
Cheshire 75 . 0 90 . 9 77 . 6 81. 2 16 12 
Avon 75 . 3 82 . 3 83.0 80.2 17 18 
\'iethers field 78 . 4 78 . 6 82.9 80 . 0 18 9 
Brookf i eld 63.3 92 . 5 82.9 79 . 5 19 11 
Greenw i ch 82 . 4 77.7 78.2 79 . 4 20 14 
East Granby 63 . 6 88 . 0 85.9 79 . 2 21 34 
Barkhamstead 47.9 91. 0 97 . 4 78.8 22 55 
Andover 63 . 4 88.6 82 . 8 78 . 3 23 50 
Old Saybrook 68.0 88.5 76 . 4 77.6 24 95 
Easton 74 . 3 81. 5 76.9 77 . 6 25 2 
Bloomfield 77 . 3 77.8 76.7 77.3 26 16 
Farmington 69 . 9 81.5 79.9 77.1 27 24 
Bridgewater 58 . 3 88 . 7 R4.3 77. 1 28 92 
Trumbull 62.8 77 . 7 90.0 76.9 29 27 
Canton 62.1 95 . 1 72.8 76.7 30 41 
Ledyard 71.8 89 . 0 68 . 4 76 . 4 31 74 
Mar l borough 50.0 95.9 83.2 76 . 4 32 <;2 
Sherman 84 . 5 100 . 0 43.6 76 . 1 33 69 
Newing ton 67 . 2 75 . 5 85 . 4 76 . 0 34 17 
South Windsor 57 . 2 82.7 87 . 8 75.9 35 37 
Fairfiel d 66 . 6 77.5 81. 8 75.3 36 30 
Somers 61. 2 81. 4 82.6 75. 1 37 103 
Guilford 65 . 0 88 . 9 71.1 75.0 38 77 
Woodbury 65.9 87 .1 71.9 75.0 39 3~ 
Monroe 49 . 4 87 . 5 86.2 74.4 40 64 
Newtown 66 . 5 74 . 5 81. 2 74.1 41 42 
Suffield 59.5 78.4 83.8 73.9 42 98 
Kent 54.2 94.9 72 . 4 73.8 43 58 
North Haven 61. 5 81.1 78 . 3 73 . 6 44 26 
North Branford 56 . 1 83.2 80 . 6 73 . 3 45 29 
Salisbury 64 . 6 87.9 67 . 2 73 . 2 46 33 
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Tab l e 1 : Socioeconomic I ndex Scores for Connecticut Tow ns: 1970 . (Continued ) 
19 7 0 Modified S t andardized Scor es 
TOWN (l OO-S t a ndard i zed Percentile Scor e Soc i oeconomic 
Index 1970 1960 
Occupation Education Income Scores Rank Rank 
Midd l ebur y 57 . 4 81. 2 80.1 72 . 9 47 52 
Roxbury 64.0 9 7 .1 55 . 9 72.3 48 25 
Lyme 62. 1 92.1 62.7 72 . 3 49 79 
Windsor 66 . 9 70.1 79.2 72 . 1 50 44 
Durham 40 . 7 85 . 2 89 . 9 71. 9 51 49 
Mansfie l d 93.3 48 . 5 73 . 2 71. 6 52 1 0 4 
Old Lyme 66 . 8 86.5 60.2 71. 2 53 93 
Cornwall 55 . 7 94.2 63.6 71. 2 54 100 
Hebron 46 . 4 87 . 2 79.0 70.9 5 5 122 
Bolton 52 . 3 85.7 73 . 9 70 . 7 56 32 
Sharon 66 . 7 80.3 65 . 0 70 . 7 57 67 
Branford 60 . 2 81. 8 69 . 7 70 . 6 58 57 
Hamden 72 . 5 69.8 69 . 5 70 . 6 59 22 
\vash i ngton 69.5 82 . 5 59.5 7 0 . 5 60 35 
Har t land 40 .5 94 . 2 75.3 7 0 . 0 61 96 
Columbia 48 . 6 78.8 80.5 69 . 3 6 2 75 
Rocky Hill 69 . 9 55 . 5 80.5 68 . 6 63 23 
Manchester 60.4 73 . 3 72.1 68 . 6 64 39 
East Lyme 64 . 5' 82 . 5 58.3 68.4 65 65 
Canaan 62 .1 66 . 2 75.9 68 .1 66 1 27 
Bethlehem 58.8 78 . 6 66 . 0 67 . 8 67 53 
Hampton 56.9 86 . 8 59.6 67 . 8 68 166 
Clin t on 52 . 3 87. 3 60 . 7 66 . 8 69 102 
El lington 46 . 2 72 . 8 80 . 5 6 6 . 5 70 110 
Haddam 38 . 0 78 . 5 83 . 0 66 . 5 71 99 
Milford 45.3 78 . 7 73.8 66 . 0 72 43 
Bethel 42 . 1 81. 4 74 . 3 65 . 9 73 81 
New Fairfiel d 53.5 83 . 0 61. 2 65 . 9 74 46 
Stamford 69.6 62 .1 65.8 65 . 8 75 56 
Ki l li ngwor th 47 . 3 75.2 73.3 65 . 3 76 68 
Pr ospect 30 . 5 76 . 5 88 . 0 65.0 77 88 
Fr ank lin 33 .7 61. 2 100.0 6 5 . 0 78 90 
\var ren 67 .7 7 4 .7 52 . 6 6 5 . 0 79 1 40 
Tolland 39 .1 84.3 71. 5 64 . 9 80 117 
Windsor Lo cks 45 . 2 67 . 5 80 . 6 64 . 4 81 63 
Ber l in 43 . 9 66.0 83 . 3 64 . 4 82 5 1 
East Hartford 53.7 68.0 70 . 8 64.1 83 61 
Essex 54 . 0 8 5 . 4 52.8 64 .1 84 78 
Wa t erford 54 . 5 76 . 1 61. 3 64 . 0 85 45 
Enfield 41. 9 70.2 79 . 5 63 . 9 86 87 
Colebrook 26 . 8 77 .9 85 . 3 63.3 8 7 165 
Portland 49 . 6 70 . 5 69.9 63 . 3 88 73 
New Milfor d 47 . 6 84.4 57.7 63 . 3 89 82 
Nor th Canaan 53 .1 7 7 .9 58.5 63 . 2 90 147 
Litchf i e l d 57. 4 80.5 51. 3 63.1 91 47 
North S t o nington 43 . 4 72.5 73.0 63 . 0 92 9 1 
Preston 45 . 5 68 . 8 74.4 62 . 9 9 3 1 55 
Pomfret 45 . 7 79 . 3 63.2 62 . 8 94 107 
Vernon 50 . 1 7 2.6 65.2 62 . 6 95 85 
Cromwel l 50 . 6 71. 5 63 . 5 61. 9 96 84 
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Table 1: Socioeconomic I nde x Scores for Connecticut Towns : 1970 . (Con t inued) 
1970 Modified Standardized Scores 
TOWN (l OO-S t andardized Percentile Score) Soc i oeconomi c 
Index 1970 1960 
Occupation Educat ion I ncome Scor es Rank Rank 
New Har t for d 31. 7 78 . 2 74.2 61.4 97 139 
Oxford 35.0 77 . 5 70.8 61.1 98 118 
Wa llingford 37.6 66 . 9 78 . 3 60.9 99 83 
Harwinton 27.9 70 . 2 84 . 2 60 . 8 100 94 
Mon t ville 38 . 5 68 .7 7 3 . 6 60 . 3 1 01 132 
Middlef i e l d 41.6 79 . 0 59.6 60 . 1 102 48 
Bur l ington 35.6 85.0 59.2 60 . 0 1 03 70 
Stratfor d 40.7 63.9 75 . 0 59 . 8 104 80 
Covent ry 43.3 77.3 57 . 5 59 . 4 1 05 1 24 
Woodstock 42 . 7 82.4 52 . 6 59 . 2 1 06 106 
1·les t brook 52 . 2 74 . 9 49 .1 58 . 8 1 0 7 12 5 
Eastf o rd 59.1 80 .1 36 .2 58 . 4 108 71 
Norwalk 56. 1 57 . 3 6 1. 8 58 . 4 1 09 60 
I, olcott 29.7 65 . 9 79 . 4 58.3 110 101 
Willington 42.1 66.3 66.3 58 . 3 111 76 
She l ton 35.5 63 . 9 73.8 5 7. 7 11 2 129 
Chester 30 . 0 72 .7 69 . 2 5 7. 3 11 3 13 7 
Lebanon 33.7 75 . 6 61. 4 56 . 9 11 4 152 
Sa l em 48.2 61.5 60 . 3 56.7 115 105 
Norfo l k 27. 5 73. 9 68 .1 56.5 116 72 
Eas t Windsor 31. 2 69 . 5 6 8 . 7 56 . 5 117 1 21 
West Haven 50 . 0 64 . 5 54 .3 56 . 3 118 86 
wa t e rtown 38 . 3 61.1 68 .4 55 . 9 119 109 
Sou thind t o n 33 .2 6 5 .7 68 . 8 55 . 9 120 11 2 
Scot l an 41. 9 55 . 0 70 . 7 55 . 8 121 89 
Ashford 51. 4 60 . 6 55. 1 55.7 1 22 135 
East Haven 38 . 3 60 . 5 68.0 55 . 6 1 23 97 
Morr i s 54 . 6 73 . 4 37 . 6 55 . 2 124 40 
Colches t er 42 . 4 6 1. 4 61.1 55 . 0 125 150 
Seymour 24 . 2 61. 3 77 .1 54 . 2 1 26 136 
Deep Ri ver 21. 5 69 . 9 70 . 6 54 . 0 1 27 116 
Midd l etown 51. 2 50 . 4 58.5 53 . 4 1 28 114 
Wi nchester 29 . 4 59 . 8 70 . 0 53.0 1 29 1 61 
.Eas t Haddam 24 . 2 73. 1 61. 5 52 . 9 130 1 41 
Plainv i lle 28 . 9 61. 5 65 .4 5 1. 9 131 11 5 
Danbury 42 . 1 55.4 57 . 0 51. 5 132 1 20 
Goshen 57 .1 80 .1 15 . 5 50 . 9 133 54 
Bozrah 43 . 8 59 . 4 49.3 50.8 134 133 
Bristo l 29.3 52 . 0 70 . 3 50 . 5 135 130 
Chaplin 38 .1 70 . 0 40 . 6 49.6 136 126 
Naugatuck 24 . 7 53.5 69 .0 4 9 . 0 13 7 1 23 
Groton 60.7 84 . 8 0 . 0 48 . 5 138 59 
S t o ning ton 38 . 6 56 . 9 49 .1 48 . 2 13 9 1 2 8 
Mer i de n 33 . 2 51. 9 59.4 48.2 140 119 
Tnomaston 27 . 9 63.7 51. 0 47.5 1 41 134 
Sterl i ng 15 .1 56 . 5 70 . 1 47. 3 142 168 
Beacon Fa ll s 14 . 1 53 . 6 70 . 5 46.1 14 3 13 1 
New London 62.2 52 . 9 2 2. 5 45.9 14 4 I II 
East Hamp t on 28.5 67 . 7 40 . 8 45 . 7 1 45 66 
Staffor d 17 . 9 55.8 55 . 3 43 . 0 1 46 1 56 
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Table 1: Socioeconomic Index Scores for Connecticut Towns: 1970. (Continued) 
1970 Modified Standardized Scores 
TOWN (lOO-Standardized Percentile Score) Socioeconomic 
Index 1970 1960 
Occupati on Education Income Scores Rank Rank 
Southbur y 66.1 0 .0 62. 1 42.7 147 163 
Ansonia 29 .0 41. 9 57.2 42.7 148 157 
Windham 45.1 35 .0 46.6 42 .2 14 9 148 
Der by 30 . 8 29.9 61. 4 40 .7 150 145 
Plymouth 9.0 47.9 65.1 40.7 1 51 151 
Canterbury 9 . 8 59 . 0 52.9 40.6 1 52 169 
Lisbon 29 .1 33.7 56.7 39.8 153 113 
Norwich 42.9 40 . 6 32.0 38.5 154 142 
l'Iaterbury 35 .1 34 .7 43.1 37.6 155 153 
Vo luntown 17.0 62 . 5 33 .1 37.5 156 108 
Torrington 25.8 40.4 43.7 36 . 6 1 57 143 
Griswold 16 . 6 37.7 53.9 36. 1 158 159 
New Haven 60.5 44.2 1.9 35.6 1 59 144 
Brooklyn 28.0 37.3 40.2 35.2 1 60 162 
Bridgeport 38 .1 31. 1 35.7 34.9 161 14 9 
New Britain 31. 5 23.6 47.1 34. 1 1 62 14 6 
Thompson 9.9 28 . 8 57.9 32.2 163 164 
Hartford 61. 4 21. 2 10.7 31.1 164 138 
Plainfield 0.0 39.6 50.0 29 . 9 1 65 167 
Killingly 10.4 25 .7 51.9 29.3 1 66 158 
Putnam 30 .6 25 . 6 28.2 28 .1 1 67 154 
Sprague 9.6 8 .4 57 .2 25 .1 168 160 
Un i on 30.2 32 .1 11. 2 24 . 5 169 36 
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is actual l y a result of the rounding of the scores to only one de-
cimal in the table. For example: Bethany and Granby , ranked 13th 
and 14th , respectively , both have scores of 82 . 2. The actual rank-
ing is based on scores carried out to seven decimal points . 
In the case of the 1960 data t ies were broken by referring to 
the income category and assigning the higher rank to the town with 
the smaller proportion of families below $3 , 00p. 
It should be noted that while this ranking of towns provides 
a general overall picture of the variations in the socioeconomic sta-
tus of tawns in Connecticut, there are several limitations which must 
be considered in the evaluation of the table . First, the data on in-
come , occupation and education is derived from a 20 percent sample of 
the population in 1970. The probability of a sampling error effect-
ing the ranking of a town varies inversely with the size of the town 
and could lead to a slight shift upward or downward in the rank of a 
specific town. A second limitation of the rankings is that some towns 
may be ranked higher or lower due to extraneous factors such as the 
presence of mental institutions , training schools , prisons, large col-
leges or universities and military installations. Final l y, a towns 
socioeconomic index score and its social rank should be viewed as an 
indicator of its socioeconomic status and not as a definitive measure-
ment . Despite these limitations the socioeconomic index scores do 
provide useful information for decision makers and planners. 
SOCIAL RANK AREAS 
Connecticut ' s 169 towns were combined into five broad social 
rank groups or areas in order to facilitate subsequent analyses of 
the association between social r ank and other social variables . Fu-
ture reports may examine the relationship between the five broad so-
cial rank areas in the state and such phenomena as mortality and fer-
tility rates , unemployment, etc. The cut off points for each of the 
five social rank areas correspond to those used in the 1960 analysis 
in order to facilitate an analysis of the changes between 1960 and 
1970. The resulting grouping generally reflect a normal distribut ion 
of social rank status for the towns although it is somewhat skewed 
toward the higher social ranks. Information o n the grouping of towns 
in Connecticu t by socia-l rank areas is as fo l lows: 
Social Rank Range of Social Number of 
Area Rank Scores Towns 
(High) I 80 . 0 or More 17 
II 70.0 - 79 . 9 44 
III 50.0 - 69.9 75 
IV 40.0 - 49.9 15 
(Low) V 0.0 - 39 . 9 18 
Total Towns Ib9 
Figure 1 is a graphic presentation of these social rank group-
ings. It is obvious from this map that the Eastern region of Connecticut 
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contains a disproportionately high share of towns in the lower two 
ranks. For the remainder of the state those areas of Rank V (the 
lowest social rank area ) are industrialized central cities with re-
sidential towns surrounding them. Those towns in social rank area 
V in Eas tern Connecticut are not heavily industrialized cities but 
are largely rural communities. Thus, the lowest area is basically 
represented by larger central cities and towns tn the sparsely popu-
lated Northeastern section of the state. 
In looking at the highest ranked towns we see that the South-
eastern region and a strip running North and South through the center 
of the state contain all of the I Ranked towns. Note that there is 
only one town in Social Rank Area I East of the Connecticut River 
(Glastonbury). 
With the exception of Torrington we see that all of the indus -
trialized cities are abutted by at least one town of Rank II or higher a 
Changes in Town Rankings, 1 960-1970 
In looking at change over the decade 1960-1970 we see that many 
of the changes between towns are minor with the largest number of towns 
(61) changing rank by less than 10 places (Table One). Figure 2 is 
a graphic representation of the change in relative position during 
this time period. There were 52 towns which increased in rank by more 
than 10 positions (areas denoted by dots), while 56 towns (the black-
ened areas) decreased by more than 10. 
Although the patterns of change are not precise, it generally 
appears that suburban towns and those adjacent to the state metropoli-
tan areas tend to be increasing in rank, while the central cities and 
those towns closest to the central cities tend to be decreasing in rank. 
This may be partly explained by the patterns o f migration in the state. 10 
Individual's who have attained a level of affluence and acquired some 
degree of higher educational, income and occupational status tend to 
migrate out of the more densely populated urban areas to suburban or 
fringe towns increasing the possibility of higher socioeconomic index 
s cores in these towns and lowe r index scores in the towns from which 
they have moved. There is also a tendency for in-migrants to urban 
centers and adjacent areas to have lower socioeconomic status than out-
migrants. Thus, the general pattern of migratio n could explain some 
of the changes in the relative socioeconomic position of towns in Con-
necticut. 
Exceptions to this explanation can be readily noted suggesting 
that other factors such as economic change or development, situations 
unique to a particular town, o r limitations to this procedure noted 
above ma y also be a factor. Only a detailed analysis of the various 
potential factors involved would facilitate a definitive explanation 
of the changes noted but that is beyond the scope of this report. 
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Discussion 
This r e port provides information on a socioeconomic indicator 
which may be useful for the planning and development activities of 
towns and planning regions in the state. The identification of so-
cial rank areas can also facilitate further rese arch on the relation-
ship between the social economic status of a ge~graphical area and 
various other social phenomena. In short, the data reported in this 
report is primarily a tool for socioeconomic development and addition-
al research activities. A second report dealing with the social areas 
of metropolitan Connecticut is now being prepared. 
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